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Maryjane Kenney

From: Tom Michelman [tmichelman@comcast.net]

Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 1:09 AM

To: Board of Selectmen; Paulina Knibbe (comcast); Steve Ledoux; Doug Halley; Stephen
Anderson; okunj @ oto-env.com

Cc: Jane Ceraso

Subject: From Mary Michelman, re: WR Grace; May 18 BOS meeting

Attachments: LF Area Section 4 Draft ACES Comments May_i 6_2009.doc

Hi,

Would theTown pleasecommenton themodelingsection,(Section4), of theWR GraceLandfill Area GroundwaterPre-
DesignResultsReport,thatwe justreceived?

This critical sectionof thereportwasemailedto theActon stakeholderson Friday,May 15, 2009. EPA will holda
stakeholder’sconferencecall on Tuesday,May 19, 2009,andour commentsare dueto EPAon Tuesday,May 26, 2009. The
modelingsectionthat wassubmittedaddressescapturezones,butdoesnot directlyaddressmassremovalor cleanuptimes.

Overall concern:
An overallconcernis theneedto increasecontaminantremovalin theLandfill Area, (throughtheinstallationof additional
extractionwells??),especiallygivenunexpectedlylow yields in threeof thefour extractionwells. Thesethreewells,WLF,
SWLF-1, andSELF-i aresitedin thecoreof themostcontaminatedareas,and togetheryield approximatelyl5gpm, rather
thantheanticipatedS3gpm.

. Would theTown pleaseconsiderrequestingthatEPArequireanincreasein contaminantremoval,throughthe
installationof additionalextractionwells or othermeans?(Increasedmassremoval,shouldleadto shortercleanup
times,a critical factor in thecleanupselectionfor theSouthwestLandfill Areain the ROD (SeeROD,p. 52, p.66).

FYI, I haveattachedsomepreliminarydraftACES comments,specific to Section4 of thereport. (Thesecommentsare
subjectto changeandarealso potential questionsfor thestakeholder’sconferencecall with EPA on May 19,2009 (2:30-
3:30pm).

I plan to cometo tomorrow’sMay 18,2009 Boardof Selectmen’smeetingandlook forwardto answeringanyquestions

then.

Thanks!

Mary

Mary Michelman

ACES

5/18/2009



Landfill AreaGroundwaterPre-DesignResultsReport,
WR GraceSuperfundSite
DatedApril 1, 2009
WRGracesubmittedSection4 of thereportonMay 15,2009

Draft ACES Comments---sofar...
(Thesecommentsaresubjectto changeandarealsopotential questionsfor the stakeholder’sconference
call with EPAonMay 19, 2009(2:30-3:3Opm).

A. Overall comment

1. Massremoval,cleanuptime
Pleasetakeadditionalsteps,(includingadditionalextractionwells?), to ensurethat asmuchaspossibleof
themosthighly contaminatedwateris extractedandtreatedin both theSouthwestandSoutheastLandfill
Areas. This will helpto decreasethepotentialmigrationof thecontaminants,as well asincreasemass
removal,and thereforeshoulddecreasethecleanuptime, especiallyin theSouthwestLandfill Areawhich
is closestto themunicipaldrinking waterwells.

Specifically, increasedextractionyields in the immediatevicinity of SWLF-1, WLF, LF- 19SBR, andLF-
10, in theSouthwestLandfill AreaandSELF-i andLF-06C in theSoutheastArea would increasethe
recoveryandtreatmentof contaminants.Thethreecurrentextractionwells in theseareas,WLF- 1, SWLF-
1 andSELF-i haveloweryieldsthan anticipated.(MLF is locatedbetweenthesetwo areasandhaslower
contaminantconcentrationsthan theotherthreeextractionwells.) SeeTablebelow:

Extractionwell Expectedyield (2007)gpm
To achievecapturezones

Actual yield (2009)gpm
p.4-2 of 2009 Pre-DesignReport

MLF 38 37.1
WLF 25 9.6

SWLF-1 20 4.2
SELF-! 8 1.3

Page52 of theROD statesthefollowing abouttheselectedcleanupfor theSouthwestLandfill Area:

It would “. . . limit themigrationof contaminatedgroundwaterto theAssabetRiver andpreventthearea
betweentheIndustrialLandfill andtheAssabetRiver,for whichremedialgoalshavebeenachieved,from
becomingrecontaminated.Thisalternativewould reducethetimeto achieveremedialgoalsfrom
approximately42 yearsundertheLimited Action Alternativeto approximately23 yearsundertheactive
treatmentpumpingscenario.Forthis reason,groundwaterextractionin this areaof theSitewas included
asa componentof theActive RemediationAlternative.”

B. Specificcommentson Section4 Modeling Results---

2. SensitivityAnalysis of the recalibrated groundwatermodel
Pleaseprovidea SensitivityAnalysisfor therecalibratedgroundwatermodel. This is a standardanalysis
thatshouldhaveaquick turnaroundtime, andprovideimportantinformation,beforefurthermodel-based
decisionsaremade.

3. Resamplingrequest,monitoring well LF-19SBR,Attachment F
The2008 dataforLF-19SBRareinconsistentwith the annualdatafrom thepreviouseight years. The
VDC concentrationis anorderof magnitudelower thanin theprior sampling. (approx.520 to 680 ug/L vs.
58 ugfL in 2008. (SeeGroundwaterQuality versusTime Graphsin AttachmentF.) Pleaseresamplewell
LF-19SBRasap.

4. LF-19SBR; 2008 anamolousdata,Figures4-19and 4-21



Werethe 2008datafrom LF-19SBRdatausedin therecalibrationof themodel? Figure4-21 seemsto
depict the2008 VDC concentrationin LF-19SBRof 58ugJL(seeyellow contour), -- anorderof magnitude
lower thanthatdetectedannuallyin thepreviouseightyears. SeealsoFigure 4-i9 whichincorporatesthe
2008data,andAttachmentF, GroundwaterQuality VersusTimeGraphs. It appearsfrom thesefiguresthat
the2008datawereincludedin themode!modifications,andyetthetext on page4-4 discussesthe2007
data,anddoesnotmentionthe2008 data.

Given thatthe2008 datafrom LF-19SBRappearanomalous,it seemsinappropriateto usethatdatain the
recalibration,prior to a resamplingof the well, especiallyif thatdatachangehasameasurableeffecton the
modelandthemodel calculatedcapturezones.

5. Modeled vs.observedcontamination levelsin critical wells,pp. 4-4 to 4-5; and Attachment F.
Therearediscrepanciesin themodeledversusobservedcontaminantconcentrationsin critical wells. The
text providescomparisonsbetweenmodeledconcentrationsandthoseobservedin 2007.

a. MLF---Themodel overestimatestheVDC levelsin this recoverywell. (88 ug/L modeledvs. 4.6ugIL
observed.)MLF hasthehighestyield of thefour LF Arearecoverywells, soa discrepancyhasa greater
impactatthis well.

b. LF-10 and LF-19SBR ----Themodel underestimatesVDC levelsin thesewells which arewithin the
mostcontaminatedportionof theVDC plume. (i96 ug/L modeledvs. 280 ugL observedatat LF-!0. 192
ug/L modeledvs. 520 ug/L observedatLF-19SBR.)

c. LF-06---- Themodel underestimatesbenzenelevelsin this well which is within the mostcontaminated
portionof thebenzeneplume. (600ug/L modeledvs. 1800ug/L observed.)

Couldthesediscrepanciesleadto themodel overestimatingthepotentialeffectivenessof thecurrent
recoverywell system? (ie. resultin predictinglesscontaminationin thesecritical areasthanactuallyexists,
andpredictingmorerecovery/treatmentthanwill actuallyoccur?)

Pleaseadjustthemodelto eliminateor minimizethesediscrepancies.

6. SoutheastLandfill Area, p. 4-9,Figures 4-16to 4-20,and 4-22
Theyield attherecoverywell in theSoutheastArea,SELF-i is very low, only 1.3gpmandthecapture
zonein this areais minimal. Pumpingat nearbyrecoverywell ELFwasrecentlydiscontinued,addingto
thechangingdynamicsin thearea. Pleasetakestepsto increasetheextraction/containmentof benzenein
this area.

More commentsto come....


